mmp^m 

Claims 1 , 3, and 7 have been amended. Claims 2, 4-6, 8, 10-21 are either in 
original form or as previously presented. Claim 9 has been canceHed without prejudice 
or dlsciaimer. New daims 22-24 have been added. Reconsideration of the pending 
claims in view the above Amendments and foilowing Remarks ss respectfully requested. 

Appreciation is extended to Examiners Nichols and Shaver for the time spent 
during the intervievtf on October 19, 2009 so which Claims 1 , 3, 13, and 1 7 were briefly 
discussed. No agreement was reached relating to an aliowance of the claims, however, 
a summary of the details of the discussion regarding the above claims are reflected in 
the Remarks befow for each of the respective claims. 

CLAIM OBJEGTtOMS 
The Office Actloh stated that claims 1 , 3, and 7 were db|epted b because of 
misspellings of the terms perimetral and perimetnc#ly. Cialms 1 ^nd 3 have; been 
amende only to cormct the misspeliings and not for any substantive reason that would 
change the scope of the search already undertaken by the Office, while CfaEm 7 has 
been amended both substantively and to overcome the said objections. Accordingly, a 
notice that me amendments to claims 1, 3y and 7 obviate theobjeGtlGns is respectoliy 
requested. 
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GLA^iVI REJECTiOMS UNDER 35 USC § 112 
Claims 3-6 and 17-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to point out and distinctly ciaim the subject matter which 
the Applicant regards as th« invention. Specifically, the Examiner has rejected Ciaim 3, 
stating that In line 7 recites "the bore a shoulder" and is unclear to the Office as to what 
Applicant is clajming, rersdering the clami indefinite. Applicant respectfuliy submits that 
the amendment of Claim 3 obviates tfils ground of rejection and a notice to that effect is 
respectlxilfy requested. Applicant's representative further states that Claim 3 has been 
amended only to further darify the understanding of Claim 3 as can be appreciated 
when looking at FIG, 4 in combination with paragraph 0013 of the piibiication without 
the amendment, and as a result, the amendment was not for any substantive reason 
tiiat would change the scope of the search already undertaken by the Office. 

CLAil^ REJECTIONS yNOER 35 USC § 102 
The Office Action stated that Claims 1-5, 7, 9. 10, 12-14, 16-18, 20, and 21 stand 
rejected under 35 USC § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 2,702,220 to 
Johnson {hereinafter "Johnson"). 

Claims 1 and 3 feature, inter alia, a perimeiral sip beirsg of tapering thickness 

tapering from its thickest part at a location nearest the back surface forwardly to a thin 

termination at a juncture of the face and perlmetrat surfaces, as well as an annular disc 

positioned in an annular recess section. Johnson fails to anticipate independent claim 1 

as ''[a] ciairrs is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is 

found." Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co., 2 USPQ2d 1061, 1063 (Fed, Cir. 1987). 
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First, Applicant's representative can find no teaching or suggestion In Johnson of 
a perimetral lip of a tapering thickness, tapenng from its thickest part at a locaiion 
nearest the back surface forwandiy to a thin termination at a Juncture of the face and 
perimetra! surfaces as featured in Claims 1 and 3. The Office Action relies on a ring 6 
of a packmg cup 2 as being the perimetrai lip. but when looking at the drawings and 
specification, it appears to be void of any tapering thickness with a thickest part at a 
location near the back surface and thin termination at a juncture of the face and 
perimetera! surface. The Office Action refers to the face as having a nose 7, therefore 
the back surface must be at the opposite end in FIG. 2. When looking at FIG. 2, unlike 
the features of Claims 1 and 3, the face of the lip 6 in Johnson appeara to be thicker 
than the portion of the Hp nearest the back portion. IVIoreover, the lip 6 of Johnson does 
not terminate at Johnson nose 7 as featured in Giaims 1 and 3, 

Second, Applicant's representative can find no teaching or suggestion in 

Johnson of an annular disc positioned In an annular recess section as featured in 

Claims 1 and 3. The Office Action relies on a metallic cup 15 in Johnson for the 

teaching of an annular disc. See Office Action page 3, However, the Johnson cup 15 

neither by its specification nor when looking at the figures shows or teaches a annular 

disc. Dlctionarv'.com (attached as Exhibit A) defines a dssc as "any thin, flat, circular 

plate or object;' Another accepted definition of disc is an object "whose length is smali 

corripared with its diameter." See attached Exhibit B. CleaHy, the Johnson cup 15 does 

not fit the definitions of a disc and as featured in Claims 1 and 3, Just looking at 

Johnson FIG. 1, the cup 15 does not have a length that is small compared to its 

diameter, nor it is a thin flat circular plate known to be the definition of a disc. During 
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the intea'lew, AppHcanf s representative beiieves that Office acknowledge that there 
was a difference between the Johnson cup and the disc featured in Claims 1 and 3, 

For at least the reasons stated above, Johnson fails to anticipate Claims 1 and 3. 
Accordingly. Claims 1 and 3 are In condition for allowance and a notice to tiat effect is 
respectf u l!y req uested . 

Claims 2, 4-6, and 13-20 depend either directly or indirectly from Claim 1 or 
Claim 3 and are allowable for the reasons stated above with respect to Claims 1 and 3 
and because of their own distinctive features. For example, Johnson fails to teach or 
suggest a disc that includes an outwardly tapering thickness such that the disc is 
thickest at its perimeter as featured in claims 13 and 17, The Johnson cup appears to 
be of uniform thickness when looking a Johnson FIG, 1 . Accordingly, Claims 2, 4-8, 
and 13-20 are in cGndttlon for sillowance arid-a notfce to that effect is respeGtfylly 
requested. 

Amended Claim 7 features, inter alia, a body and a washer being connected 
together, the height of the washer being relatively small compared to the washer's 
diameter, and the washer further comprises an outwaixily tapering thickness such that 
said washer Is thickest at Its perimeter. In reviewing the figures and specification of 
daim 7, it is clear that the washer 87 Is connected to the body 70 by fasteners 88, 
Nowhere can Applicant's representative find any teaching or suggestion in Johnson of 
the purported cup 1 5 being attached a body when looking at either the figures or 
specification. In addition, a review of FIG. 1 1n Johnson clearly shows that the diameter 
of the cup 15 is not relatively smaller than Ihe cup's overall diameter and the Johnson 
cup appears to be of uniform thickness when looking a Johnson FIG. 1 and not a 
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washer of vanable thickness or having a thickest point at the perimeter as featured in 
Claim 7. Accordingiy, C?a!m 7 is In condition for allowance and a notice to that effect is 
respectfully requestec!. 

Claims 8, 10-12, and 21 depend either directly or indirectly from Claim 7 and are 
allcvvable for the reasons stated above with respect to Claim 7 and because of their ov.'n 
distinctive features. Accordingiy, Claims 8, 10-12, and 21 are in condiiion for allowance 
and a notice to tJiat effect is respectfully requested. 

The Office Action stated that Claims 7 and S stand rejected under 35 USG § 
102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 3.102,455 to Breitenstein (hereinafter 
"Sreitenstein"). 

As stated above, amended Giaim 7 features, /nler aZ/a. a camming washer that 
includes an outwardly tapering thickness such that said washer Is thickest at its 
perimeter and a recess being tapered and spaced axlaliy from the face of the body and 
increasing in depth as the recess extends, to a perimeter of said body. In reviewing 
Breitenstein, Applicant's representative could find no teaching or suggestion of either of 
the above features of amended Claim 7. 

Accordingly, Claim 7 Is in condition for allowance and a notice to that effect Is 
respectfully requested. 

Claim 8 depends either dlrectiy or indirectiy from Claim 7 and Is ailowable for the 
reasons stated above with respect to Claim 7 and because of Its own distinctive 
features. Accordingly, Claims 8 is in condition for allowance and a notice to that effect 
is respectfwfly requested. 
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CLAIIVI REJECTOMS UNDER 35 USC § 103 

The Office Action slated that Claim 6 stands rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Johnson, 

Ciaim 6 depends indirectly from daim 3 and is ailowablefor the reasons stated 
with respect to claim 3 and because of its own distinctive features. See In re Fine, 5 
USPQ2d 15S6, 1600 (Fed. Cir. 1988) {stating that if an independent claim is nonobvious, 
then any claim depending therefrom is nonobvious). Accordingiy, claim 6 is in condition 
for aOowance and a notice to that effect is respsctfuliy requested. 

The Office Action stated thai Claims 1 1, 15, and 19 stand rejected under 35 USC 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Johnson in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 
2003/0010202 to rviorheim. 

eiaims i i* 16 , and 10 depend eitJisr directly oFlndireetiyfrom CfainisT, 1, and 3, 
respectively and are ailo^ble forthe reasons stated above with respeetto Cialms 7. 1, 
mi 3, ar^d becaifse of their own di$tirtctiv0 features. Aecordlngiy, a ndttee that Claims 
11, 16, and 19 are In condition for allowartce is respectfully requested. 

New claims 22-24 have beer? added and are believed to be in cdnditibn for 
^ilowance. A notice that new claims 22-24 are in eondliton for aHisw^nde Is respectfufiy 
requested. 

COHCLUSiON 

All claims are believed to be in condition for allowance and prompt issuance of a 

Notice of .Allowance is respectfully requested. If any fees are determined to be due in 
connection with filing this Amendment or any other paper filed during prosecution of this 
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application, the Commissioner ss authorized to chsrge any such fees to deposh' account 
no. 20-0090. if any extension of time is required in connection with filing this 
Amendment or any other paper filed during prosecution of this application, such an 
extension of time is petitioned for and hereby respectfuliy requested. 



f^espectfully submitted. 



Dated: October 19. 2009 /John A. Yirga/ 

Jolin A. Yirga 
Reg. No. 56,480 
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Related Kearcses 



disc , >. . .viK 

OISC 



Nearbv Words 



KKiij J or! 3 pHonoqs-flpii disc. 



0 ^eOtscfef'-s-'a HPrffftec 



it, o ^ -rn ! 




Mtp://dietJonary .reference .conVbrowse/ disc 



w/wmm 



EXHIilTB 



50 



HOW TO SAY miAT STUFF LOOKS LIKE 



Qnmt, Qmit-shsp(^: A Oat 
centraHy-bored, right circiiiar 
cone. (Trsis word is lx>rTo%vt:d 
from the gante called "quoits;" 
arid is iioi a i'onnai matbemat- 
icsl \vord frsr siiis s;bape.) 



e 



!>ise (Disk): A RgiU urcular 
cylinder whose length ss sbji-iH 
compsrsd with its dian>«ter. 



l^^tmi A ring-like body gener- 
ated by rotatsjag a circle aboux a 
fmM 1m« esmital to *he circle. 



TeroM: A rst)a~life body gen- 
erated by t'-m'it^g, any closed 
loop (like sili'pse, vjrc.'e, 
irregular c^i/^. s) about a il.x.ed 




line extsrsjsl to iha loop. 



